ABSTRACT
effective teams are characterized by a high level of coordination and communication among group members, strong social relationships between individuals in the group, systems for providing feedback, as well as effective decisionmaking and conflict management (Mickan and Rodger, 2000) . While several outcomes on the group level are similar to individual outputs in an organization, workgroups have a few advantages compared to individuals and are a necessity for achieving both effectiveness and efficiency in many modern organizations (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003) . For instance, positive effects of innovation and problem solving workgroups can achieve have been documented (Curral et al., 2001) . For solving complex problems and task of an intricate character, professional workgroups show higher competence than individuals (Salas et al., 2008) .
Organizational Citizenship Behavior
OCB can be described as "individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate, promotes the effective functioning of the organization" (Organ, 1988) . The formulation was later modified into "performance that supports the social and psychological environment in which task performance takes place". The result of this definition allows a distinction between task performance and OCB, which has been showed to exist in several studies (Rotundo and Sackett, 2002) . Although the concept is abstract and has been intensely discussed, most predominant researchers in the OCB research area subscribe to the definitions above (LePine et al., 2002) . Several different theories on leadership have been tested and shown correlation towards OCB. However, it has not been determined that a particular leader style has been connected with OCB (Davoudi, 2012) . However, specific leader behaviors such as supportiveness and consideration and altruistic acts have proved to be beneficial for OCB. The construct of OCB is multidimensional and thus is composed by several components. The development of the different dimensions of OCB has been conducted incrementally and this started with the introduction of the two dimensions of altruism and general compliance by Smith et al. (1983) . Organ (1988) later expanded the dimension of general compliance into civic virtue, conscientiousness, courtesy, and sportsmanship. Organ (1988) points out that while OCB takes place on the individual level, the effects are shown when it is displayed on a collective level. Thus, OCB displayed by single individuals is negligible; it is when a group of people together display OCB that a significant effect can be found. In line with this, aggregated unit or group analysis of OCB is interesting to measure. Researchs have increasingly focused on examining OCB on the group level. In the meta-analysis by Podsakoff et al. (2000) the authors conclude that more research of OCB on the group level is required. When examining the research that has been conducted since the aforementioned article was written, one can observe that a significant number of studies focused towards examining OCB on the group level (Nielsen et al., 2009 ).
As OCB research has examined the construct on the workgroup level, measurements for commitment on the consolidated group level have also been designed. Group Organizational Citizenship Behavior (GOCB) is one result of such an ambition, as introduced by Chen et al. (2002) . GOCB has been conceptualized to indicate the extent to which the members of a workgroup engage in OCB. It does not measure the group as a unified actor and nor does it compare the unit to other organizational units in terms of citizenship behavior.
Employee Commitment
Commitment in organizations has caught the interest of many psychology and management scholars for several decades now (Morrow, 2011) . Commitment can be described as an individual"s psychological attachment towards an entity or course of action (Meyer and Herscovitch, 2001) . In similarity to several other attitudinal constructs, commitment is somewhat ambiguously defined in research. Along with this argument, commitment is similar to a number of other concepts including, motivation, and employee engagement (Saks, 2006 force that binds an individual to a course of action that is of relevance to a particular target (Meyer and Herscovitch, 2001 ). Commitment may be directed towards different constituencies within the organization (Reichers, 1985) . This expansion of organizational commitment research has added explanatory value to attachment and outcomes on various levels in organizations. Common foci that have been examined in literature, beyond organizational commitment, include commitment directed towards coworkers, goals, job, supervisor, union, and workgroups (Vandenberghe et al., 2004) .
In the early 1990s, Meyer and Allen (1991) developed the three-component model (TCM); a conceptualization of organizational commitment that introduced a multi-mindset approach to commitment.Their distinction between affective commitment (AC), normative commitment (NC) and continuance commitment (CC) has been popular in consecutive research (Chen and Francesco, 2003) . In the TCM, this distinction was made in order to account for different antecedents of the three commitment types. AC refers to emotional attachment or identification of an employee to an organization. It is connected to how employees identify themselves and interact with organizations.
NC reflects an obligation to remain in an organization (Meyer and Allen, 1991) . This can for example be materialized in an obligation that an employee feels towards a supervisor, such as completing a specific task for her or him, or in an obligation towards a customer to represent his or her interests in an organization. The final of the three measures captures commitment based on the perceived cost of leaving the organization the employee is engaged in Meyer and Allen (1991) . The rationale behind it evolved from what Becker (1960) referred to as side-bets, investments that would be lost if one would discontinue a course of action. Due to its nature, other authors have called this type also calculative commitment (Chen and Francesco, 2003) . A more visual depiction of this commitment form would be an employee, whose deciding factor for staying with an organization would be that he or she was given stock options that would be lost if the organization would be left by him or her prior to a set date that lies in the future.
Commitment and its relationship with outcomes have generated a noteworthy amount of research and it has been shown to relate to several different positive results in the professional context. These include for instance perceived job alternatives, intention to leave, attendance, lateness, and employee turnover. Commitment has also been shown to influence job performance, both through focal and discretionary behavior (e.g. OCB) on the individual level (Lavelle et al., 2009) . Studies which are showing that commitment is linked to job performance, usually indicate that AC has the most beneficial effect on it Jaros (1997) followed by NC and then CC. Moreover, it has been documented that commitment to the supervisor has a strong impact on performance and that workgroup commitment has an indirect connection to performance through this measure (Stinglhamber et al., 2002) .
The Relationship between Commitment and OCB on the Group Level
When building on the work of Meyer and Allen (1991) TCM, Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) proposed that different types of commitment on the individual level had different implications on work outcomes or performance.
The authors also divided the outcomes into focal and discretionary behaviors. As outlined previously, these refer to in-role and extra-role behavior respectively. By dividing the categorizations of AC, NC, and CC into high and low levels among individuals and comparing them with focal and discretionary work outcomes, a number of interesting propositions were presented in Figure 1 , to be found below. In general, high presence of any type of commitment should yield positive results on focal behavior and all but CC-LoAlt on discretionary behavior. Pure forms of AC account as the strongest predictor for both enacted focal and discretionary behavior, followed by employee commitments based on NC and CC. Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) noted that the probability that focal or discretionary behavior will occur is higher for all three commitment types when they are strong than when they are weak. In accordance with OCB research on both the individual and group level the following hypotheses are drafted: 
METHODOLOGY
As the theoretical foundation for this master thesis is well developed, a quantitative study has been undertaken in accordance to this . This is based on the assumption that the antecedents and the conditions of commitment on workrelated situations, as well as the theoretical foundations, processes and outcomes of professional workgroups, have been fairly well understood by science. For this study a survey was conducted using a questionnaire that was submitted to employees being part of workgroups. In order to compile the questionnaire, questions were imported from other validated measurement scales. To identify which control variables to include in the questionnaire, an examination of the most cited literature review and meta-studies was conducted. This study has targeted workgroups in firms employing professional teams, as characterized by the authors of this paper. These teams face tasks that are of a non-routine and ambiguous character. The rationale behind this is to approach teams in a professional environment where discretionary behavior is relevant as well as of high importance for performing a task well. It was determined that only teams that are assigned tasks of an ambiguous type would be considered. Additional selection criteria were group interaction frequency and group size. Larger groups in general experience lower marginal individual contribution to performance and risk having less clear boundaries.
Variables and Their Measurements
This study the dependent variable is GOCB. To measure discretionary behavior the OCB construct was chosen, and in line with this a questionnaire that measures OCB on the group level. The chosen scale, which has been composed by Vigoda-Gadot et al. (2007) is based upon the measurement scales developed by Organ (1988) . By applying the TCM (Meyer and Allen, 1991) commitment was measured by its three dimensions of AC, NC, and CC.
CC was split up according to the two sub-dimensions of HiSac and LoAlt (Vandenberghe et al., 2007 
Questionnaire Design and Data Collection
The questionnaire used in this study was crafted in two stages and the questions and formulations were tested through a pre-test. Initially, suitable variables were identified through a literature review and measurement scales were subsequently searched for. Once a set of appropriate questions had been identified from validated surveys, a questionnaire was compiled. This initial questionnaire was used in a pre-test including 16 individuals fitting the selection criteria. The questionnaire was designed using the web survey service Qualtrics, to be filled out online by the respondents. All attitudinal questions were measured on a Likert scale ranging from 1-7 with the exception of GOCB, which was measured on a Likert scale ranging from 1-5. All the questions in a block measuring the same item had a randomized order. In total 71 questions were included in the questionnaire. As the length of a questionnaire can influence the quality of the responses negatively (Biemer and Lyberg, 2003 ) the amount of items tested for in the questionnaire were limited to those considered to be most important. In total, around 100 organizations were approached, in Iran, with the inquiry if they would like to participate in the study. In total, 19 organizations decided to join the study. To examine the reliability of the empirical data, consistency analysis has been done on the basis of Cronbach"s Alpha method (Table 1) . Table 2 displays the means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations for the main research and control variables. The table 2 provides preliminary support for five of the twelve hypotheses. As expected, the correlation matrix shows that AC and CC-HiSac directed towards the organization and workgroup, respectively, are positively correlated with GOCB (OAC/GOCB, r=.42; OCC-HiSac/GOCB, r=.53; OCC-LoAlt/GOCB, r=.35; GAC/GOCB, r=.57; GCC-HiSac/GOCB, .51). In addition, OCC-LoAlt exhibits a positive correlation with GOCB (OCC-with GOCB. Moreover, the four control variables job satisfaction, leader support, conscientiousness and organizational justice all reach high correlation levels with GOCB. Furthermore, it is apparent that high intercorrelations between the control variables and the main research variables exist in this study. While this is very true for the organizational commitment variables concerning all the control variables, intercorrelations are much weaker between control variables and workgroup commitment variables. In fact, a correlation can only be observed for the workgroup commitment variable GAC with the control variables job satisfaction and leader support as well as GCC-HiSac, concerning leader support. This is not surprising, as job satisfaction and leader support are expected to strongly affect workgroup variables in general. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01level(2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Results of the Multiple-Linear Regression
Table3 presents the results for the multiple-linear regressions. The outcome of regression MLR_1a (Adjusted R 2 =.76, F=15.31, p(F)≤.001) gives strong support for H1a, showing that workgroup affective commitment is a unique independent predictor for GOCB (B=.41, p≤.001). The same is true for the two perceived high sacrifice variables on the organization, respectively workgroup level. However, while the regression for GCC-HiSac yields decent significance levels (MLR_3a: Adjusted R 2 =.50, F=5.51, p(F)≤.001), the regression for the organizational component to significantly affect GOCB in a One-way ANOVA test, both the bivariate analysis and the regression MLR_2b provided contrary results. Although there might be a non-linear relationship between ONC and GOCB, the assumption that ONC is a predictor for GOCB cannot be assured with confidence in light of a missing linear relationship, which this study tried to confirm. Hence, this study was not able to confirm hypothesis H2b, but had to reject it.
The previously introduced Table 3 holds additional information about the hierarchical relationship that was tested in order to make a statement for hypothesis H6-H8.
Step one of the hierarchical multiple regressions included entering all dummy variables as well as the interval variable conscientiousness and the respective commitment variable on the organizational level. Step 2 consisted of entering the respective workgroup commitment variable that was to be contrasted to the organizational level. As a result, perceived high sacrifice was found to have a significant unique predictive capacity Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 
Results of the Two-way ANOVA
Given that OAC could not be analyzed in the context of regressions, Table 4 and Table 5 display the results of the Two-way ANOVA that had been catered towards receiving information in order to confirm or reject hypothesis H5. decides to leave a group where he or she has close social ties, leaving is a personal sacrifice, but at the same time, a breach of expectations from the group. Thus, HiSac and NC are in this case two sides of the same coin. As established earlier, AC is generally viewed to be the most important form of commitment to study in relationship discretionary behavior, both in individual and group level analyses (Wasti and Can, 2008) . The results in this thesis could partially support this. Even though this study did not directly test for it, it appears that AC is the strongest predictor of GOCB among the different commitment types in the TCM. When complementing the TCM with the two dimensions of CC, it would appear in contrast to theory on the individual level, that CC in the aspect of HiSac has a stronger relationship with GOCB than NC.
This study has been examining the group level outcomes of employee commitment across the workgroup and organizational foci in relationship with discretionary behavior. The results of this study indicate that while both organizationally directed commitment and workgroup commitment has an effect on GOCB, commitment towards the group is more important. Another finding is that the two sub-dimensions of continuance commitment, perceived high sacrifice and lack of alternatives, are relevant to take into account when examining GOCB. The results have important practical implications since it shows that organizations should be concerned with building commitment in general, and that managers should focus their efforts on building attachment to groups rather than attachment to the organization. Also, in order to build commitment in teams, managers should try to find out how they can increase the perceived sacrifice for individuals of leaving the group, as this is shown to have a strong relationship with GOCB.
Even though this study has several limitations, especially concerning sample size, this paper has outlined interesting possible directions for future research on commitment in a group context. However, further research is needed to understand how commitment among individuals in group settings affects group outcomes. The same is true for discretionary behavior in group settings.
